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UNI TED STATES COURT OF APPEALS
FOR THE FOURTH CI RCU T

No. 96-2138

RUFUS SUTTLES, JR.,
Plaintiff - Appellant,

Ver sus

SHI RLEY S. CHATER, COMM SSI ONER OF SOCI AL
SECURI TY,

Def endant - Appell ee.

Appeal fromthe United States District Court for the District of
South Carolina, at Colunbia. Patrick M chael Duffy, D strict
Judge. (CA-93-1856- 3-23-BC)

Submtted: February 13, 1997 Deci ded: February 25, 1997

Bef ore W DENER and HAM LTON, Circuit Judges, and BUTZNER, Seni or
Circuit Judge.

Affirmed by unpublished per curiam opinion.

Rufus Suttles, Jr., Appellant Pro Se. Ronald Lamar Paxton, UN TED
STATES DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH & HUMAN SERVI CES, Atl anta, Georgia, for
Appel | ee.

Unpubl i shed opinions are not binding precedent in this circuit.
See Local Rule 36(c).



PER CURI AM

Appel | ant appeals the district court's order affirmng the
deni al of social security benefits. Appellant's case was referred
to a magi strate judge pursuant to 28 U.S.C. 8 636(b)(1)(B) (1994).
The magi strate judge recommended that relief be deni ed and advi sed
Appel l ant that failureto file specific, tinely objectionstothis
recomrendati on coul d waive appellate review of a district court
order based upon the recommendati on. Despite this warning, Appel-
lant filed, at best, only general objections to the magistrate
j udge's reconmendati on. Such general, non-specific objections are

not sufficient. See Howard v. Secretary, 932 F.2d 505, 508-09 (6th

Cr. 1991); Opiano v. Johnson, 687 F.2d 44, 47 (4th Gr. 1985).

The tinmely filing of specific objections to a magistrate
judge's recomrendati on i s necessary to preserve appel | ate revi ew of
the substance of that recomrendati on when the parties have been
warned that failure to object will waive appellate review. Wi ght

v. Collins, 766 F.2d 841, 845-46 (4th GCr. 1985). See generally

Thomas v. Arn, 474 U. S. 140 (1985). Appell ant has wai ved appel | ate

review by failing to file specific objections after receiving
proper notice. Accordingly, we affirmthe judgnment of the district
court. We dispense with oral argunment because the facts and | ega
contentions are adequately presented in the materials before the

court and argunent woul d not aid the decisional process.
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